
Memorandum

ro    ~Mr. Steve Y’a~ser

Deputy Director
C~ Bay-Delta Program

Pha~ H Alteczmfives D~:riptions and Alternatives Appendices

The Deparm~e~a offish aJ~d Game has reviewed the subject documents and offers ~e
following comments to assist the C~ Bay-Delta Program in i~s efforts to define a reasonable
range ofaltern~tiv~ to be caz~ed ~orward ~or aaa/ysis in ~� Pros~mmatic ~. Our
comznems ar~ provided sepanue~y below ~r each of~e documents.

Alternafive~ Descriptions

General Comments

Fonowing are key points regarding this documem:

¯ We found it di~cult at times bring able to tell what the common programs really
are or what they are composed o£ This is particularly true of the Lcvc¢ System

¯ A dearer link needs to be made be~een subsidenc~ reversal and the ERPP.

The alternatives to ~g in the south Ddta m’e described vaguely as ranging
~’om upgrading existing scr~ns at their cun, cnt site or n~v scr~-ns at the intake to
CliRon Court Forebay. These represent suc~ dramatically different, alternative...
that additiona/emphasis is needed to d~a’ibe the signi~cance of’these two
approaches in ~� alternative descriptions.

The Department beli~,es that th~’~ is a desh’~le altm~ive cordiguration for a
Dual Delta Convcyan~ that has benefits and imparts thag we beli~v¢, cannot b~
adcqumdy ¢haracmfiz~i wi~ the currently d~.n~t alternatives and rang~ of"
isolated oo~. Below we off’~ a description of that altemativ~ and
r~xv~amesd tha~ it b¢ considered as an additional alteraative.

¯ The discussion ofC~graphic SCOl:~ on page 4 of~he Common Program does not
make i~ clear that the program will consid~" only problems Link~l to the DoRa and
Suisun Bay. That d~anition was c.arcRdIy worked out among stakehold~s and
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additional ~riterion(a) may be needed below Cldco Landing. It appears tJmt the
former wi~ ocan’, b~ the latter may not. Our concern about crkeria below Chico
Landing arises from the expected use of’floodw~ys and ~ec-back levees as part of"
the cr~don of" 150,000 acres" ofnew habitat. High flows will be nzedzd in these
areas to "pr~erve the dver’$ natur~ fluvial geomorphology process." It may be
that the flow neces,~ above Chico Landing before diversion to oR’stream
storage may be adequate to protect organisms and habitat below there.

¯ Th~’~ L~ a di~u~oing ~¢at~m~nt in the g~era] de~ription of alt~ngiv~ 2 and 3
th~ it "would allow fall phy~cal pumping c~padty." Do~ this mean there would
tm no ~ on exports ~ presently exist under the A~cord?

T~ likelihood tI~ altec~tiv~s will obcah~ supplemental w~er from "willing
Se~LIets" only in ord~" to provide much in tee way of eavh’onmentaI resto~.tion
through ~ streem flows sho~Id be disclosed.

Alternatives Review

A r~’iew of’the alt,~’nath:e~ is attached ~s mu addendum to tlds comment

Recommended Alternative Configuration

¯ . ~     Sinc~ the D~partrnent r~m~ns concerned t2mt a full range ofalternatiws are not bdng
":¢mrried forward for analysis, we recommend the following;

, "-. ~_ ¯ A I0,000 ~s isoI~ed ~ilky and a s~p~ra~ s~e~ned intake at Hood , . ~-

~ * Divide the scTe~m fadIity into a multiple bay ~cm with thre~ bays

¯ ,4, turnout of between 2,000 to 3,000 d’s into the Mokelumn¢ Kiver near New
I-Iol~ Tra~ E’om th~ isolated f~cifity �o be used as specified in the a~ed

¯ Ke~p the Cross Cl~nnel Crates closed except, perhaps, during the pe~k periods of
recre~iomd boating.

¯ A ~adlity that allows the ~e of water at lower export ~tes (e.g. 2,000 c~) from
It~an Slough thcough ~ screened Facility to the State Watex Proj~t ~xport
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